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Maryland’s Integrated Natural

Resource Assessment

Satewide assessment to identify...

a Where are those remaining resources
we value as important?

2 What stressors currently or potentially
Impact these valued resources?

2 Where should our collective
programmatic responses be focused to
get the greatest benefits?



i 2 mlon DO 20460

An Ecological
Assessment

of the United States
Mid-Atlantic Region




Maryland’s Integrated Natural

Resource Assessment

INRA Analytical Components
= Comparative Watershed Assessment

= Green Infrastructure Assessment
== Strategic Forest Lands Assessment

= |Landscape/Watershed Restoration and
Conservation Targeting Tools



Comparative
Watershed
Assessment




Comparative Watershed
Assessment: CWAP

Clean Water Action
Plan

Unified Watershed
Assessment - Priority
Category 1
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Watershed Approach — Comparative
Watershed Assessment:

Land Conservation for Nonpoint Source
Pollution Reduction

e Maximize effectiveness of land
conservation (and subsequent
restoration) for watershed management

e Rationale

— Natural - largely intact, impacts of
additional land protection minimal

— Urban - largely disturbed, impacts of
additional land protection minimal

— Mixed - greatest potential for habitat
protection/enhancement and associated
water quality improvements



Thematic Focus Area

Land Conservation for
NPS Reduction

Land Conservation for NPS
Reduction Classification

| | Forest/Wetland Matrix
| Agriculture Matrix

| Urban/Suburban Matrix

B \Vixed Rural Matrix
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Landscape Approach:
Green Infrastructure Assessment

Strategic Forest Lands Assessment

I Protected /e
| Unprotected ,J_f_;-}g" A

Green Infrastructure
Land Network is located on T
public and private lands \'\ |
throughout the state. .

/& i -:":.II._. % ML : : :-:__,..
’ Shese TeTAt DR g s R
Maryland S :1/‘*' wm‘**"‘é




Maryland’s GreenPrint Program
Green Infrastructure Assessment:

- Selection of Ecological Components

- < |ncorporate landscape

.",'4* ecology and conservation

biology principles

- Coarse scale analysis

o
x

- Strive to include full
range of ecosystem

elements

*’ .; - Limited to features with
GIS data avalilable
statewide
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Coastal Plain - West

Green Hub
Ecological
Ranking

Green Hub
Ecological Ranking
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Coastal Plain - West

Green Hub
Vulnerability
Ranking

Green Hub
Vulnerability Ranking
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Coastal Plain - West

Green Hub
Composite
Ranking

I Top 20% - Ecological and
Vulnerability Score

B Top 20% - Prince
Ecological Score '
Top 20% - George's

Vulnerability Score




GreenPrint Parcel
Evaluation

.

- Acres of Green Infrastructure
R (cl)

. Percent of Parcel in Gl

~ Ecological Score of Gl within
~ Parcel
X

Acres of Protected Land within
1 Mile

"~ Contribution to Protection of
; Hub or Corridor
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Evaluation Score
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Resource Lands Assessment |
Hub and corridor network

Hubs

B top 5%
B top tier (but >5%)

middle tier

| bottom tier
[ | Corridors

| State boundaries

Chesapeake bay watershed
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Strategic Forests - GIS Modeling
Approach- Scale Issues
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\Yi[eJol<] e;a%%

ocal or Site Indicators

Economic (“Content”)

Model >

P
Vulnerability Regional Indicators
Model (“Context”)




Defining Economically Important Forest
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Maryland's Strategic Forest
Lands Assessment

Economic Ranking
of Forest Lands

A5/ County Boundanies




-~ SFLA Economic Model
h r-:‘ Maryland's Strategic
Forest Lands Assessment

St. Mary's County

Economic Ranking
of ForestLands
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MARYLAND'S
LAND CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

PROTECTING THE CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED

Robert L. Erhlich, Jr. Michael S. Steele
Governor Lt. Governor
LewisR. Riley James*“ Chip” DiPaula
Secretary Secretary
Department of Agriculture Department of Budget and M anagement
C. Ronald Franks Audrey Scott
Secretary Secretary
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Figure 1 - Water Quality
Improvement Potential
from Land Conservation
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Figure 2 - Ecological (
Rankl'ng of Forest

Lands
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Figure 3 - Economic
Ranking of Forest
Lands
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Figure 4 - Vulnerability
Ranking of Forest
Lands
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Figure 5 - Identification of
Priority Watershed for Land
Conservation to Improve Water Quality
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Figure 6 - Water Quality Improvement
Potential In Green Infrastructure Gaps -
Lower Wicomico River Watershed
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Weight by Indicators Map for Maryland
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Modeled Nitrogen Loadings (Ibs/acre)
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-Unforested Riparia
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Percent of Watershed
Containing Green Infrastructure
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Green Infrastructure
[ Hub natural cover
- [_] Corridor natural cover
- Gaps in Network
- [ Developed
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Acres of Riparian Restoration
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